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complaint is enclosed. 

Lori J. Harris 
6821 Scarlet Flax Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89148 

submitted under oath. 

RE: MUR5305 

beyond 20 days. 

Dear Ms. Harris: 

On October 3,2002, the Federal Election Commission notified 1 
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign 

bu of a complaint 
kct of 1971, as amended 



I 

fkom the Commission. 

. I  

Lori J. Harris 

public. 

If you have any questions, please contact Jesse Christensen, the 
matter, at (202) 694- 1650. 
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attorney assigned to this 

Enclosures 
Complaint 
Designation of Counsel Form 
Factual and Legal Analysis 

Bradley A. Smith 
Chairman 

i 



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 

RESPONDENT: Lori J. Harris MUI 

I. GENERATION OF MATTER 

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the Federal 1 

Donald F. McGahn 11, General Counsel of the National Republican Coni 

See 2 U.S.C. 6 437g(a)( 1). 

11. BACKGROUND 

Complainant alleges that contributions to Herrera for Congress (‘ 

Committee”) by employees of Rhodes Design and Development Corpori 

“Rhodes”) and their spouses were made as part of a reimbursement sche: 

Vegas, Nevada-based real estate development corporation headed by Jan 

Complainant alleges that either James M. Rhodes or RDDC was the true 

During the period between April 24,2001 and March 29,2002, f 

employees and two of their spouses (together “the RDDC contributors”) 

$27,000 to the Herrera Committee. These contributions were “bundled” 

with over half of the total ($15,000) contributed on June 30,2001. Desp 

positions, the RDDC contributors all made the maximum contributions i 

J. Hanis (formerly known as Lori J. Marko), an RDDC Escrow Manage] 

the Herrera Committee - $1,000 on April 24,2001 towards the primary e 

June 30,2001 towards the general election. 
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111. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the A 

person fkom making a contribution in the name of another or knowingly 

name to be used to make such a contribution. 2 U.S.C. 6 441f. 

Taken as a whole, the available facts demonstrate that fourteen ir 

work for, or have a spouse that works for, a single corporation, contribut 

allowed by the Act to a single candidate. None of these contributors app 

political contribution in the past, and none has made a contribution since 

Thus, it appears that Mr. Rhodes, a frequent and knowledgeable 

a reimbursement scheme whereby RDDC employees, like Ms. Harris, an 

contributed the maximum allowable under the Act to the Herrera Comm 

reimbursed either with RDDC fbnds or with Mr. Rhodes’ personal funds 

Therefore, there is reason to believe Lori J. Harris violated 2 U.S 

allowing her name to be used to effect a contribution in the name of an01 
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